duree in history, in practice it allows the historian to jump about chronologically with alarming agility. Lanfranc and Henri himself occasionally appear in the wrong century. With the whole of the Middle Ages to choose from any thesis can be sustained by selective quotation from the sources. Another problem is that a search for structures of thought from the kind of sources mentioned above occasionally obscures a simpler story. The distinction between the similar and organic parts, the sympathy between the parts of the body, the vein between the uterus and breasts, the inversion of the female genitalia, the nobility of organs and-central to this enquiry-many of the analogies made by Henri in describing the body were such well-known parts of standard Galenism that any learned medical man would use them as set-pieces. They are revealed only as platitudes of his education (but unremarked as such by Pouchelle).
Would it not be possible to see the Gallic and Anglo-Saxon styles as complementary rather than opposed? In medieval Europe a man kneels in supplication before his superior, and weeps. It is a symbolic act, and when he rises it is into a new relationship. Pouchelle wants to see the action as a regression to the foetal state, followed by a rebirth. But it is surely also a ritual in which the supplicant exposes the most vulnerable part of his body, the neck, to a man who has power and carries a sword. The arrangement into which the man then rises is that the sword is not used as long as he knows and keeps his place. When very similar things happen between animals, behaviourists operate on the only level open to them and explains that it is a ritual that establishes a hierarchy without the need to kill an individual of the same species. All may be valid accounts of the same action. Perhaps we need a Eurocrat to lay down rules for harmonization. 
